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...at the centre of the ritual and its ideology. .. and at the same
time substantially outside of the system of values which
construct and infuse it. What emerges is a powetful sense
of the provisionality of all appearance... a provisionality
which allows for dramatic playfulness in the process of
self-representation (Grantley, 1996: p. 224).

This performance takes place on temporaty stages, ‘camp’ itself
can be seen as a building ‘“whose walls ate erected, dismantled
and moved elsewhere, as soon as their performing ends ate
accomplished” (Cleto: p. 36), it is an ‘ephemeral apparatus’ that
creates ‘a dressing-up party space’ for camp performance (ibid. p.
o7 e

Along with the idea of the unique and continuous self,
camp undermines other categories of serious dominant culture
and replaces them, — temporarily’ — with playful ‘multiplicity,
diversity, instability, change and surface’ (Cleto, 1999: p. 13).
One fundamental aspect of conventional culture chosen for such
undermining is that of clear gender distinction: by confusing and
reversing what the dominant culture tries to maintain (earnestly
but absurdly) as a basic clear distinction, the camp petformer
not only suggests that gender is a construct but questions all
fixed binary oppositions.* Other oppositions called in questions
by incongruous mixtures and reversals are ‘otiginal’ vs ‘copy’,
‘identity’ vs ‘difference’, and ‘natural’ vs ‘artificial’, ‘sacred’ vs
‘profane’, ‘high att’ vs ‘low art’.

The camp performance does not try to be taken as natural, but
brings itself forward (7 se campe) and so becomes associated with
incongruity, exaggeration, artifice and extremity (cf. Bergman,
1993: pp. 4-5), and as a result with parodies of popular gentes that
use conventions of strong feelings, sharply defined petsonalities
and clear sentiments (as in modern camp parodies of horror
films). The exaggeration may be (paradoxically) quite subtle and
confined to the foregrounding of style and form or of perfect
aristocratic style of manners,



